A high level of dynamicity and complexity can similarly be applied to notions of the Mediterranean as they have been articulated over time. This geographical space is not a pre-determined entity; rather, it is a historical product. As such, notions of the Mediterranean have converged and diverged in the awareness of existing diversity and plurality, but it is clear that contact, exchange, and contamination are some of the defining characteristics of the Mediterranean area (Cancila, 2008) . To a certain extent, the Mediterranean invented the city and therefore all cities have something inherently Mediterranean in them (Aymard, 2008) . The cities discussed in this book are firmly anchored in a Mediterranean perspective which is self-propagated and their urban cultures are permeated by both internal and external visions of tradition and modernity. It is our contention that this space provides us with an exceptionally rich array of visual discourses on the city as a structure where topography and architecture are constantly inscribed, and where LL agents continue to rework the public space. The city as a transcultural space presents us with acts of identity which range from the normative to the transgressive and subversive, and while engaged in these acts, language agents create the space in which language practices are performed (Pennycook, 2010) . This perspective highlights notions of agency and creativity and the construction of space as a product of concepts and discourses actualized in relational practices (Lefebvre, 1991) . In this context, space production is part of meaning-making processes aimed at the transformation of space into place, and into both a material and a symbolic site of human experience.
It is within this framework that we have conducted our investigations of the LL of French and Italian Mediterranean cities. All the cities discussed in the book date back to antiquity with respect to their origins, and all of them have been through post-modern transformations and become globalized in recent times. Their LL are manipulated amongst conflicting but fluid discourses of tradition and modernity, centrality and peripherality, inclusion and exclusion, and linguistic fixity and non-normativity. The emphasis is therefore on lived space (Lefebvre, 1991) and its performative power, and on the enactment of spatialized identities.
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'wine sold here', a goat 'milk sold here' and so on (Zappieri, 1981) . Therefore, images dominated public (including religious) space and verbal elements started appearing in the fourteenth century, typically on signs indicating establishments where food and lodging were provided. Instances of the institutional management of signs in the public space of Italy, however, are not documented until the Napoleonic era. In addition to Italian, which was prevalent, prestigious languages such as Latin and French started appearing on signs in the eighteenth century and by the end of the nineteenth century commercial signs in foreign languages, including English, were ubiquitous. Conversely, commercial signs displaying local dialects became unusual in the nineteenth century. At the time of the institutionalization of written Italian, the national language was gradually becoming more widespread. However, the very limited access to written registers on the part of a primarily dialectophone Italian population led to the perception that using a dialect in the public space was unsuitable and improper. Raffaelli (1983) reminds us that only in more recent times and with newly gained linguistic confidence have Italian shop keepers used local and regional terms on their shop signs, often with the intent to exploit perceptions of authenticity that only local languages can convey. In the 1960s, for example, instances such as Sicilian carnezzeria (Italian macelleria, butcher's) were noticed by Migliorini (1962 , p. 236, quoted in Raffaelli, 1983 ). This term is still used and was in fact recorded as part of the surveys carried out in Palermo.
LL studies and our contribution
Over the last decade or so, there has been an exponential increase in the research into the LL. Dozens of articles have been published across a range of journals; several volumes of collected essays have been edited; there is a well-established series of international workshops; major conferences organize strands of presentations on the subject; 2015 saw the launch of a journal dedicated to the field. We do not pretend to be in a position to summarize the breadth of research here, although it is pertinent to identify areas of LL research to which this book contributes. It is important to note that LL studies have existed ante litteram and Backhaus (2007, pp. 12-39) provides a comprehensive overview of the development of LL research until its formal organization around the term 'linguistic landscape'. Despite this profusion of outputs into the LL, there are as yet relatively few monographs which tackle this subject. These include the examination of the languages of Jerusalem by Spolsky Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3 Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3 and Cooper (1991), which predates the first attested use of the term 'linguistic landscapes'; Backhaus' study of Tokyo (2007) ; and Blommaert's investigation in Blommaert (2013) .
This book positions itself in relation to each of these three landmark LL works. Spolsky and Cooper's 'Languages of Jerusalem' is not solely a discussion of the LL, and one of its defining characteristics is the dense historic and sociolinguistic overviews it provides. We enter into this tradition and contextualize all of our findings far beyond an opening chapter which positions our research within French and Italian national frameworks. We provide extensive historical and sociolinguistic backgrounds to each of the cities we investigate since we contend that these synopses are crucial to understanding the debates played out in the LL. The level of detail presented here is the result of a conscious choice, and we draw together in English for the first time scholarship published in French and Italian which not only contextualizes the data analysis that follows, but also contributes to wider debates in sociolinguistics. Backhaus' quantitative approach to the mix of languages in the public space in Tokyo is echoed in part here inasmuch as our examination of the LL of these French and Italian Mediterranean cities captures statistical data on visible multilingualism. We began this project before the publication of Blommaert's ethnography of Antwerp's LL, but we join with him in the exploitation of critical apparatus not always associated with sociolinguistics to contribute to the body of LL research. Like Blommaert (and many other LL scholars) before us, we privilege qualitative analyses of signs in an ethnographical study of the people who live, work, and pass along the Mediterranean shorelines of France and Italy.
In very broad terms, there are three strands of LL research to which this book contributes, as well as from which we draw inspiration. Without seeking to reduce the scope of this book, we position ourselves in relation to studies on minority languages in the LL, the visibility of the languages of migrant communities, and the debates around the pervasiveness of 'English' (whose quotation marks we qualify in Chapter 6). Minority languages, which from our perspective include regional languages and dialects, constitute a rich seam of material for LL scholarship. Cenoz and Gorter (2006) open the debate on the extent to which the LL is a forum for exploring multilingualism, and their sustained work in Donostia / San Sebastián (Gorter et al., 2012) highlights the extent to which minority language revitalization can be measured in the LL. Furthermore, Shohamy and Abu Ghazaleh-Mahajneh (2012) tackle the issue of vitality from the perspective of ideologies of dominant languages within nation-states, and this clearly finds an Introduction to Mediterranean Linguistic Landscapes 5 echo in our discussions not only in France but also in Italy. Marten, van Mensel, and Gorter (2012, p. 7) pose important and useful questions on the role of minority languages in the LL market, the mechanisms that influence language practices, and the extent to which visibility equates with prestige, functionality, symbolism, and tokenism, all of which we address in different ways in this book. Muth (2014) reminds us that minority languages within a given territory can at one and the same time be a 'majority' language elsewhere, and we explore this viewpoint in Chapters 2 and 3.
In European cities in late modernity, the consequences of the mobility of people and goods are attested in the LL, and we explore the extent to which non-territorial groups, usually through migration in all its forms, mark the public space. Questions of visibility, language policy, and vitality have been addressed by, amongst others Barni and Bagna (2010) , and Barni and Vedovelli (2012), and we continue the conversation by seeking to understand how the languages of migrant groups perform multiple functions in the LL, including the demarcation of space, the addressing of specific audiences, and the misleadingly simple question of which languages of what groups appear in the public space. In both France and Italy, sizeable populations of ethnolinguistic groups have settled in the cities we investigate, and yet the patterns for written language use differ across cities, language groups, and the national border between France and Italy. Garvin (2010) reminds us of the connection made between culture, ethnicity, and migrant languages, as well as drawing attention to political and social discourses reflected (or omitted) in the visibility of the languages of ethnic minorities, and we pick up these threads in our discussions. In addition to discussions around Arabic, Chinese, and Sinhalese, we devote considerable space to the question of English as a language in the LL. Not only do we exploit Seargeant's work on the ambiguity inherent in coding signs as 'English' (Seargeant, 2012) and on the increasingly widely held notion of an 'idea of English' (Seargeant, 2009 (Seargeant, , 2011 rather than standard English as reproduced in textbooks, dictionaries, and grammar books, but we engage with the questions of language policy where, in France in particular, the English language is to be managed and even restricted in the public space. As noted by Curtin (2009), the bidirectional indexicality of English in the LL is a worldwide phenomenon from which the cities we investigate are not exempted. We seek to understand better how English in these coastal cities responds to the binary opposition posited by Lanza and Woldemariam (2015) whereby discourses of globalization stress the Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3
Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3 significance of the language in contradiction to management strategies which create hierarchies omitting reference to English.
In common with much LL research, this book provides a synchronic account of certain LL at given times. As highlighted in this study, however, the complex cityscapes of our time are immersed in dynamics of superdiversity (Vertovec, 2007) so that their social and demographic texture is volatile, ever-changing, and unpredictable (Blommaert, 2013) . This affords LL research new opportunities for diachronic studies, as can be seen in the discussion about Trieste and Perpignan in Chapter 3. At the same time, we engage with the process of diachronic LL research insofar as the methodology permits an examination of the same sites within the cities under scrutiny at various intervals in order to be in a position to discern trends in written language practices. In particular, we return to the same survey sites in Perpignan (discussed in Chapter 3 and in Blackwood, 2015) so as to be able to evaluate change over time in the construction of space. The approach adopted in the data collection for this project lends itself ideally to these kinds of reassessments of LL, and in this respect, this book is the starting point for long-scale evaluations of language change in the public space.
The purpose of this book is not to provide a comprehensive illustration of all languages present in the LL of the selected cities, but rather to adopt a number of approaches with respect to each regional/ comparative context to show how fruitful and versatile the LL can be. Each chapter adopts a perspective which we identify as emblematic and particularly suitable for the given contexts. This does not mean that what we say about migrants and LL in Naples, for instance, could not be applied to migrants in Palermo, or that our conclusions on regional languages in Nice do not also resonate in Ajaccio, but on the basis of data and space configuration, the relevant model seems to be more appropriate in the given chapter. Our contention is that the LL can tell us a great deal about linguistic and social dynamics in these urban settings but, at the same time, studies in the LL have to engage meaningfully with scholarship not habitually exploited for sociolinguistic research. We do not presume here to reach definitive conclusions on the potential symbiotic relationship between the LL and these other disciplines, but rather we hope that this starts a series of conversations whose initial discussions have proved fruitful in our studies. We therefore engage with material drawn from politics and sociology in our examination of cosmopolitanism in the LL; social psychology gifts to sociolinguistics social representations, which we explore in relation to the LL; human geography has begun to privilege border studies, a topic Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3
Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3 highly pertinent to the cities we investigate; political science, social anthropology, and geography have each treated peripherality in their own distinct ways, and we join Pietikäinen and Kelly-Holmes (2013) and their collaborators in extending this paradigm into sociolinguistics; human geography has also explored questions of insularity, and in this book we seek to test insularity as a resource. Each chapter takes a different intellectual proposition and applies it to a specific case setting, thereby grounding the principles from other disciplines in data collected from the Mediterranean coastal cities under investigation.
As discussed elsewhere (Blackwood, 2015) , LL research grapples with two methodological approaches that, we believe, are increasingly divided in the rapidly growing body of work. Here, we seek to reconcile quantitative and qualitative perspectives in data collection, and argue that, for the kinds of questions with which we wrestle, it is imperative to fuse the two methodologies. Numerical information extracted from the surveys provides both a quantitative dimension and a context, so that we can evaluate the prominence of national languages, the presence and distribution of all languages in the respective LLs, the use of English and other languages of culture, migrant languages and so on. At the same time, the qualitative analysis of the data gathered along the shorelines of the Mediterranean permits the exploration of questions of authorship, function, audiences, materiality, and so on that cannot be addressed by quantitative approaches alone. In seeking to privilege the regional languages and dialects of France and Italy in this survey of coastal cities, we have encountered the challenge of the relative paucity of signs in Provençal, Sardinian, or Genoese within the survey areas established for the project. As a consequence, we refer on occasion to additional data observed outside the surveys in order to complement the quantitative and qualitative dimensions. One response to this shortcoming of quantitative research in the way we have undertaken data collection is the concept of the visual frames outlined by Kallen (2010) who re-imagines the LL as 'a confluence of systems, observable within a single visual field but operating with a certain degree of independence between elements', thereby underscoring the significance of the dynamics between the areas of human activity. This is not a quantitative approach in the style we have largely adopted for this project but is rather an invitation to consider the site of inquiry as the nexus of multiple aspects of lived experience. This is an approach whose potential we have begun to test in Trieste and on Corsica (Tufi 2013b; Blackwood, 2014) and to which we return here in some of the analyses we undertake. This book responds to calls for a re-positioning of writing within sociolinguistics, where a binary framing of speaking/writing has been dominant and where ideologies of standard languages/correctness have permeated the discussion. Lillis and McKinney (2013) address the unsuitability of such a model from several perspectives. At a macrolevel, for example, the divide between orality and literacy is an ideological one and reflects a western-centric bias which is re-proposed in further dichotomies such as pre-modern/modern. At a micro-level, the neglect of written language would prevent us from investigating the proliferation of written modes brought about by the digital techno logies and therefore exclude multimodal frameworks which re-assess the role of writing as part of social semiotics. This latter aspect is particularly pertinent in the context of this book. Analysing LL brings to the fore the role of writing in its traditional functions and learned characteristics. In addition, it provides the opportunity to investigate discourses and ideologies of writing and to re-assess writing as an ordinary, everyday social practice where boundaries are blurred and language use is versatile, creative, and subversive. In this perspective multimodality (Kress, 2010) is particularly relevant in the construction of the public space, in so far as space is made up of multiple signifiers realised by a number of semiotic devices in addition to language (Jaworski and Thurlow, 2010). Sign emplacement (Scollon and Scollon, 2003) , framing, materiality and configuration, therefore, are taken into account in order to provide a better contextualization for our analysis.
Naming languages
The identification of languages as discrete units was instrumental in the creation of nation-states and, therefore, they are political and ideological constructs. In recent times, and primarily within discourse analysis, a critical stance towards traditional views of language has been accompanied by the employment of new terms that better describe language practices in superdiverse urban environments (Vertovec, 2010) . There are three main issues, however. The first is that practices such as polylanguaging and metrolingualism seem to characterize superdiverse urban environments and cannot be easily extended to all social Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3
Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3 groups in those settings where categories such as ethnicity, gender, age, social class, and sexuality inter alia still play an important role in the manifestation of language behaviour. The second issue is metalinguistic. In other words, it is impossible not to refer to Italian or French precisely because of the currency that these terms continue to enjoy. We acknowledge that Italian and French are historical products as a result of abstract ideological constructions that were invented to articulate the nation as an imagined community (Anderson, 1991) . Essentialist views of language are a result of this legacy and they are at the heart of political movements that seek self-determination, independence and/ or recognition of language rights ( Joseph, 2006) . However, we cannot do without these terms and even the arguments put forward in Jørgensen et al. (2011) have to rely on existing labelling and would not be comprehensible without the reference to Danish, Turkish, Spanish or the periphrasis 'what is considered to be Danish, Turkish, and Spanish'. In other words, these terms and the worlds that they conjure up exist by virtue of the discourses which have been articulated and have sedimented over time. We embrace a critical view of linguistic discreteness and believe that a holistic approach to LL should not exclude consideration of semiotic practices other than language. The deliberate emphasis on language remains at the core of the discussion as one of the richest and most revealing aspects of human communication. The third issue is closely related to the second. A comprehensive theory of language practice does not exist. Pennycook (2010) represented a call to think differently about languages, but there has been little work in the field towards analysing the practical implications of thinking differently, for instance, in education and policy making.
It is therefore understood that all language practices are complex and that linguistic and other identity is constantly negotiated and in the making or, to use Blommaert's expression, it is semiotic potential (Blommaert, 2005) . We also accept that traditional sociolinguistic criteria are not sufficient to account for language behaviour, especially in superdiverse environments where individuals can have multicultural and multilingual backgrounds and where the proximity of difference (Pennycook, 2010) affects people, space, and the construction and re-construction of place on a daily basis. We will, however, use language labels such as Italian and French in the sense of objects, artefacts that continue to make meaning in their ideological and historical dimensions and because their use and their perception as ideological and historical objects has a central role both in the material and in the symbolic construction of linguistic landscapes.
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Terms used in the course of the book
In approaching the writing of this book, we have had to agree on the terms we use to cover a range of sociolinguistic phenomena. Although we both approached this project with linguistic backgrounds, we have had to reconcile particularly French and Italian perspectives at a terminological level. Despite the many similarities we note in this project, and despite the common border, the shared experiences, and the collective European heritage, there are distinctions between the standpoints in French and Italian scholarship, and for the purposes of clarity, we outline the terms we agreed to deploy in this book. We follow the Council of Europe terminology whereby given territories are multilingual whilst individuals are plurilingual. When discussing Italian contexts, the term dialect will be used to indicate a language variety employed in a given locality which has not undergone a process of standardization. The term also indicates the lack of official status and stands in opposition to language, a definition denoting both Italian and the minority languages in use on Italian soil and recognized as such in national legislation (see Chapter 1). For the French contexts, the term dialect will be avoided, given its negative ideological connotations in France, and its use over the nineteenth century to denigrate what are now generally referred to as regional languages.
The methodology for the collection and analysis of LL material is being refined as the field develops. We highlighted some issues associated with the coding of signs in a previous work (Tufi and Blackwood, 2010) , but a number of studies discuss what constitutes a sign and typologies have been devised in order to account for different contexts. 1 Widespread in published LL research is the distinction between top-down and bottom-up when discussing authorship, power, or management in the public space. In his discussion about public signage in officially bilingual Wales, Coupland (2010) maintains that all LL artefacts should be seen as originated 'from above'. Linguistic landscaping 'from below' is not a suitable definition insofar as all LL is governed by language ideology and performed for specific purposes. We might add that language actors, as an expression of different communities of interest, are in competition and that the linguistic construction of the public space is usually part of processes of transformation from space to place and that visibility is often a component of voice and empowerment. Although Coupland's reflection is certainly applicable at the micro-level, in terms of power relations, agency, and influence and from the perspective of impact upon the passer-by we identify significant differences between Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3
Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3 types of signs -for instance, between the sign on a government ministry and a shop sign, but also between a billboard advertising a global brand and a hand-written 'for sale' notice in a shop window. Of course, all signs perform discursive practices which are attributable to ideological frameworks (and to their inherent contradictions), but the discursive weight of signs varies. This depends on aspects such as materiality and emplacement of the sign, the rituality and commodification of sociocultural relations and according to established hierarchies within local and global linguistic markets (Bourdieu, 1991) . For example, coding must respond to the challenge of whether a sign saying 'Happy Easter to all our customers' can be categorized as a commercial sign, even more so when it is coded in Italian, English, French, and Spanish. It goes without saying that a generally acknowledged power structure can be contested and rejected, and in this case the LL becomes a site of transgression. An act of transgression, however, is performed and recognized as such only in opposition to what is considered to be compliance with local norms. In part of our analysis we suggest that conscious use of the spaces of transgression can in turn comply with ideologies of transgression and therefore be performed as acts of compliance for the purposes of the LL. For instance, it can be argued that the normalization of graffiti writing in certain areas of Italian cities is primarily an act of identity, rather than transgression. If non-standard languages are represented together with Italian on a wall covered in graffiti, then those languages acquire legitimacy and citizenship.
This view of the public space does not lend itself to a schematic categorization of signs. Rather, coding is instrumental to the analysis and should be adapted to the context and the focus of the investigation. Our experience suggests that coding signs as bottom-up/top-down or even private/public expresses rigid dichotomies which are unsuitable for an analysis of LL.
We therefore employ terms such as institutional in the widest possible sense and, by extension, institutional entities might include a national parliament, a school, a church, a cultural centre, and a film club in so far as they are all based on some kind of organization.
For the same reasons, and due to issues of co-textuality and multimediality, we tend not to code signs according to pre-established categories. Rather, their meaning-making roles and discursive weight are defined in the given contexts which we analyse.
When discussing various vectors in language variation, as attested by our data, we call upon the concept of 'minority', and we acknowledge from the outset that this is not a neutral term, not least if it is used in Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3
Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3 institutional discourse which has already been framed from a 'majority' perspective and presumes congruity between minority and majority views (Philibert, 1990) . We normally use it in its generic sense, but we are aware that discourses constructed around 'minority' can in fact legitimize the socio-economic and political marginalization of the relevant groups on the part of 'majority' institutions and society. Counterdiscourses of unity and homogeneity of the majority contribute to the crystallization of unequal power relations, and a significant example is represented by the area of Trieste in Chapter 3.
Methodology
Elsewhere (Blackwood, 2015) , we identify a series of challenges that have emerged over the lifespan of this project, which include the nature of a sign, the coding of signs, the choice of survey areas, and the selection of images. For the purposes of data collection, we followed Backhaus's definition of a 'spatially definable frame ' (Backhaus, 2007, p. 66) which has been suitable for our purposes, due both to the relatively large size of the corpus, and to the degree of flexibility it affords the researcher. However, we acknowledge that there is some ambiguity in this definition since it does not differentiate between the sizes of signs, as highlighted by Huebner (2009, p. 71) . He notes that this elision of difference between sign sizes has a notable consequence in that
[…] the resulting analyses afford equal weight to a 3 × 6 inch sign reading 'pull' adjacent to the handle of a shop door, to a 2 × 5 foot banner hanging from a light pole advertising a movie, and to a 20 × 40 foot sign proclaiming the name, telephone number and products of the shop itself.
The emphasis of our research does not privilege the quantitative significance of signs in different languages, although we concede that this shortcoming in the definition of a sign, not yet addressed satisfactorily in the literature, has to be considered when drawing conclusions about visibility in the public space. This challenge comes into focus in Chapter 4 when we examine signs that feature only one word: Corsica. This is something we first explored elsewhere (Blackwood, 2011), when we addressed the visibility of this one word which constitutes a significant proportion of the signs in Corsican. Over a quarter of the signs coded as Corsican comprise of the word 'Corsica' as a one-word text on postcards, tablemats, and towels (n = 139). As we establish in Chapter 4, Corsican distinguishes itself as France's most visible regional language in the Mediterranean, but this visibility is assured in part by the use of the one-word name for the island in Corsican: 'Corsica'. It is therefore important to acknowledge that, whilst these 'signs' are small and brief, the visual impact -something not easily measured in LL studies this far -is notable, inasmuch as the Corsican word for the name of the island is repeated time and time again in the streets of Ajaccio. This reinforcing of the use of Corsican is more symbolic than practical, not least because the very nature of these signs on products is that they are to be consumed (normally by visitors to the island) and removed from their temporary location on the streets. Although only one word, the use of 'Corsica' on postcards, towels, and table mats engages in what Barthes (1977) refers to as 'anchorage', which Jaworski (2010) reconsiders in his discussion of postcards as linguistic landscapes. Jaworski (2010, p. 572) identifies a typology of six principal functions, according to which the use of 'Corsica' would be classified as a 'caption'. Acknowledging their potential to be multilingual, Jaworski (2010, p. 579) concludes that captions, such as 'Corsica', 'are used as part of mediationary means to establish a sense of place or to brand the destination.' For these slogans or 'captions' on various ephemera in tourist shops, we contend that the language choice is made, at least in part, to identify Corsica as corsophone. As noted above, part of the challenge of the quantitative phase of this research is the coding of signs according to named languages. In this context, the question centres on the potential to code 'Corsica' in one of three ways, since not only is it the Corsican term for the island's name, but it is also the English and the Italian term. Despite its resonance in English and Italian, we argue that in the LL of Corsica, this term should be coded as 'Corsican', not least because of its presence and usage in daily island life. As noted elsewhere (Blackwood, 2011, p. 121) , 'the term "Corsica" is used in political life (such as the grouping of nationalists, Corsica Nazione), in the media (where the evening news bulletin is called Corsica Sera and a news magazine appears monthly, entitled Corsica), and elsewhere'. To this list, we would now add the rebranded local airline (formerly Compagnie Aérienne Corse Méditerranée, now Air Corsica), the ferry company Corsica Ferries, the Ajaccio tourist agency Corsica Voyages, and the food manufacturer Corsica Gastronomica. On Corsica, especially to a local audience therefore, 'Corsica' resonates as a Corsican, rather than an English or Italian term. On this basis, we code these items as Corsican.
In terms of the coding of signs, in this book we build on our work elsewhere (Tufi and Blackwood, 2010) when attributing text on signs to Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3 Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3 a particular named language. Of particular note in this study is the use of proper names in the public space, usually surnames or place names. As we have already argued, the viewer understands the language of the sign differently, depending on a number of factors, including their experience of language(s) and their nationality. Proper names which index a place on Corsica or Sardinia, for example, we uncontroversially code as Corsican or Sardinian. More challenging is how to classify the surnames used as business names. We propose to adopt the approach we set out regarding the Language of Representation (Tufi and Blackwood, 2010, p. 207 ) and code these names as part of the named language, since the surnames resonate as Sicilian, Catalan, or Genoese to a local audience.
The choice of survey areas remains contentious, in that seeking to take a representative sample of streets in a given city leaves the data collection exposed to the accusation of arbitrariness or impartiality. This is another challenge that researchers working on the LL have identified and long discussed but not yet resolved (Blackwood, 2015) . For this book, we have adopted a pragmatic approach, albeit with a consistent and shared starting point. For each survey area, we have surveyed extensively 50-metre stretches of 20 sites; on occasion (such as in Ajaccio, Northern Catalonia, Trieste, and Cagliari) we undertake some surveys outside the city and where this is the case, we highlight this -and the reasons for this decision -in the following chapters. Where we have been flexible in the selection of survey areas is that, where appropriate, we have adapted the political and topographical organization of a given city, using for example the quartieri of Naples or the arrondissements of Marseilles to achieve wide and balanced coverage. Nevertheless, in this kind of LL research, there will inevitably be an in-built arbitrariness to the selection of streets to be surveyed. Where possible, we have identified at random a 50-metre stretch of the chosen streets, assiduously selecting the site of enquiry before examining the signage -in other words, we did not look for particularly semiotically rich or interesting parts of the city but rather sought to convey the full complexity of the public space as represented by the sites chosen. We fully acknowledge the shortcomings to this approach, not least in the erroneous potential to provide a comprehensive, synchronic study of the LL of the French and Italian Mediterranean shorelines. It has never been our intention to use the LL to provide a snapshot of written language practices in places such as Perpignan and Genoa, not least because we concur with Blommaert (2013, p. 10) who sees sociolinguistic systems (which we explicitly extend to include cities) as 'always dynamic, never finished, never bounded, and never completely and definitively describable Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3 Copyrighted material -978-0-230-29098-3 either'. What we seek to do, therefore, is to use the sites of enquiry selected to address a series of questions, theories, approaches, and positions in order to enable us to comment on issues where language, cities, and people coalesce.
Any book on the LL could fill all its pages with images to discuss, evaluate, and dissect. The Mediterranean coastal cities we investigate are no less rich, no less saturated with interesting signs than Backhaus' Tokyo or Blommaert's Antwerp. Inevitably, we have had to privilege some signs over the thousands collected along the Mediterranean shoreline, and we use them in this book for different purposes. Some of the images that we provide we discuss as multimodal objects, highlighting the nexus between words, shapes, colours, emplacement, and audience. On some occasions, where we test the relationship between a given assertion and a particular sign, we feel that the image merits particularly close attention, and we devote space to discussing many of the aspects of their multimodality. On other occasions, we use an image to represent a trend, a style, a particular point that we are seeking to underscore. Here, we include an image explicitly for illustrative purposes. The consequences of providing a small fraction of the images we have collected include the necessity in places to describe without showing a particular sign. Although not ideal, this practice is limited to those signs where we believe that a description alone suffices.
Organization of the book
Chapter 1 provides an overview of the linguistic histories of France and Italy in order to reconstruct the main factors that account for the current linguistic repertoire of both countries, of which the LL is an integral part. We discuss how a range of political-ideological discourses and socio-economic developments have intertwined, and to what extent different social actors have actively participated in the construction of the public space. In this context, language policy as outlined in Spolsky (2004) allows us to adopt a holistic approach to language change and language management in Italy and France, and to dissect the complexities and rootedness of language ideologies and of their impact upon language practices. With respect to the two countries, we identify significant differences in the origin and development of language variety, and as governed by institutional bodies. However, it is striking to note that both formal and informal channels of enculturation share similar characteristics in both settings and that they have been equally effective in the consolidation of language beliefs.
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